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REMARKS 

Claims 1-59 were pending in the present applioatjkm. Reconsidetation and allowance are 
respectfblly requested in light of the reasons given in this document. 

Claim Rejection Under 35 U.S.C. ^ 103fa^ 

Claims 1-59 are rejected under 35 U.S.C § 103(a) for alegedly being unpatentable over 
Zamir et aL, XJS 2005/0240580 C'Zamii*0, in view of Pollad^ et al., US 6.573,025 CPoUack**)- 

! 

The Examiner^ on page 6 of the present Office Action, states the following: 

Zaxnir did not specifically detail the daioied features of ^said 
relevancy scores are based on bdiaviot of a plnn^ty of vsers and 
at least one said user of said plurality of users does not have a 
user profile" as recited in the independent claims^ 1, 21 and 31. 
On the other band Pollack et al. adueved be aforementioned 
claimed feature by providing a method and apparatus for 
distributing information to users indudinij methodologies for 
providing information to a plurality of users bsfied on the 
relevancy of the information to the users, : 

Jn response^ Applicants respectfully disagree. lQdq)endent claims 1^ 21, and 31 recite, 
among other things, '^viding a plurality of candidate search tenna related to said first search tenxi» 
wherein said candidate search terms are generated in accordance wjth relevancy scores, said 
candidate search terms comprise potential alternative search terms, said relevancy scores are based 
on behavior of a plurality of users, and at least one user of :said pUuralitv of users doejMj^otjiayj i^ 
user proffle. 

In contrast. Pollack discloses providing an mput of a user profile to generate a relevancy 
score. The **relevancy score" is generated by **usiDg similarity scores 108 and the user profiles 1 12" 
(col. 6, lines 34-35). 

A ^'similarity score" is based on comparing an inooming message with messages 
previously received by the system, by storing ^ Wssage features" in a "message feature database." 
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The message feature database may **contam lecoids far a plurality of messages, such as previous 
incoming messages received by the system 100" (col. 6, lines; 1 8- IS). Any message received by the 
system is stored in the '^message feature database," wMch is described as foUox^s: 

The sinnlarity engine 104 may, for exaxnple, be a standard search 
engine that conq)ares query text (o.g,, the incomlog message 
102) to a database (e.g., the message featuire database 106). Such 
a search encdne compstes the ouerv t ext t^ records in the 
database and nroduces a score for each record in the database 
Indicating whether and/or how closely the' auerv text matches the 
record. (Enqxhasis added) (col. 9j lines 37-43)« 

The messages represented in the message feature; database 106 
need not be messages previously transmitted using fixe system 
100. Furfheimore, the messages represented in the message 

feature database IQfi m&y be atiy Tcm^ ftf djftcttmfthtrt tur rfata. 

Therefore, '^sunilarity score" is based on messag^ features, and not ^"behavior of a 
plurality of users," as recited in tiie claims. 

Purtheimore, the 'Relevancy score*" determined by a *\t5er profile** is described as 

follows: 

As described above with respect to HO. 1, the imcoming 
message 102 is delivered as an input to a relevancy evalusitor 
1 26.. The Televancv evatuatQrJL26!produc«s a relevancy score 
310 based on the ii^ t^^f^ p jpesaagg, 102^yid a user profile 306 
indicating preferences of the user 122 for messages previously 
received bv the svsten^ ^pQ^ As described above with respect to 
FIG. I3 the system 100 may also serve a plurality of users, in 
which case the user profile 306 may be oi^ of the user profiles 
112 (FtO. 1) and die relevancy score 310 inay be: one of the 
relevancy scores 114. (Emphasis added) (coL 13^ lines 19-28). 

Therefore, Pollack does not disclose or suggest '"relevancy scores are based on behavior 
of aplurality of users, and at least one user of said plurality ef usm does not have a uscrpiofilc." 

Even if the relevancy score disclosed in Pollack is based on a plurality of users, each of 
the phvality of users has a user profile. For si^port, see col. 3, lines 3-7; col. 3, lines 38-54. Every 
user of the system disclosed in Pollack bas a user profile as <fescribed as follows: 
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Generating a separate relevancy score for the incormng message 
102 for each user of ihc system 100 and maintamng separate 
user pTofilesJLl2JQr,each user of the system allows the system to 
behave according to the needs and preferences of individual 
users. For example, one user might adjust the relevancy 
threshold in his user profile to fittor out all but flie messages that 
are most relevant to him, while another user migtkt adjust her 
relevancy threshold to fUter out only the ttiessages that ate least 
relevant to her. Generaticm of separate re^gvancv scores 1 14 and 
maintenance of separate user profilesJL12JEar each user of the 
system 100 makes such customization pq^ible. (Eniphasis 
added) (eoL 8, lines 43-S4). 

Therefore^ Pollack^ at least, does not disclose or suggest relevancy scores * 'based on 
behavior of a oluralitv of users, and at least one user of said plurality of users does not have a user 
profile /^ 

Moreover^ Zamir diaeloses that its relevancy determination is based on aa iudividuars 
user preference according to the personal user profile of the specific user requesting a search, Zamir 
discloses that "a set of placed content that matches the interest of the \iser is identified, and the set 
of placed content is ordered in accordance with the user profile' ^ (Emphasis added) paragraph 
[0010]): 

A user profile comprises multiple items tba( ^ti^^rfgri ze a user's 
inteapcsts or preferences. These items are extracted from various 
information sources, including previous search queries submitted 
by the user, links 6xm or to the documents identified by the 
previous queries^ san^led content from the identified documents 
as well as personal information implicitly or explicitly provided 
by the user. (Emphasis added) 0)ara^uphi [0011]). 

i 

Therefore, Zamir and Pollack,, either alone or in oombiiiation^ st least do not teach or 
suggest that ''relevancy scores axe based cm behavior of a plurality of users» and at least one user of 
said plurality of users does not have a user profile** as recited in claims 1» 21, and 31. Therefore, the 
addition of Pollack does not cure the deficiencies of Zamir ag applied to claims 1, 21, and 31. In 
sum, none of the references discloses or suggests determining relevancy scores as required by tiie 
claims* For at least this reason, the alleged prior art references, alome or combined, do not teach or' 

1 
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suggest all the claim limitatioas as lequired to establish a priaia facte case of obviousness (MPEP 
2142) for claims 1-59. 

Furfhennoie, even if Pollack teaches or suggests '^levmoy scores based on behavior of 

* 

aphnality of user^ and at least one user of said plurality of users does not have auserprofile,'' 
Zamir teaches awav fiom using Ihe 'l^ehavior of a plurality of userSi and at least one user of said 
plurality of users dops not have a user profile** to provide candidate search terms: 

However, if the user's preference is significaiUly biased by some 
personal factors that ate not clearly leflecied in a search query 
itseU; orif the user^s preference is qirite diiygmtfrpm ^ 
random user^s preference, the search, resiftts from the same 
search engine may be Im Iff WP^^ pqUseless, 
Emphasis addecQ ^aiagraph [0007]). 

Zamir as a "^rhole thus discourages using the "l^ehavior of a plurality of users, and at least 
one user of said plurality of users does not have a user profile'' to determine relevancy scores in 
order to provide the candidate search terms, as recited in claims 1, 21 and 31. 

Therefore, Applicant further submits that Ihe disclosures of Zamir and Pollack, taken in 
their entirety, in fact do not provide one skilled in the art with a teaching, suggestion, or motivation 
to modify the references to meet the features of claims 1,21^ and 31, or suggest the desirability of 
the features of die present claims. Accordingly, Applicant refipectfislly submits that claims 1, 21, 
and 31 are allowable over Zamir and PoUack. 

For at least the foregoing, claims 2-20, 22-30, audi 32-59, which are dependent fiom 
claims 1, 21 and 3 1, are in condition for allowance. Accordingly, the i^licant respectfully 
requests that the rejections to claims 1-59 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) be withdrawn. Reconsideration 
and allowance are respectfully requested for claims 1-59. 
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CONCLUSION 



In view of the above, each of the presently pending claims in this application is believed 
to be in immediate condition for allowance. Accordingly, the Examdner is respectfully requested to 
withdraw the outstanding rejection of the claims and to pass this applicatioa to issue. If it is 
detemiined that a tel^hone conference would expedite fiie prosecution of this application, the 
Examiner is invited to telephone the undersigned at the number given below. 

In the event the U.S. Patent and T^emark office detertDines that an extension and/or 
other relief is required, applicant petitions for any required relief including extensions of time and 
authorizes the Commissicmer to charge the cost of such petitions and/or other fees due in connection 
with the filing of this document to Deposit Account No. 03"1952 lefisrencing Docket 
No. 324212003700 . However, the Commissioner is not authorized to charge the cost of the issue 
fee to iht Dqposit Account 

Dated: May 21, 2007 Respectfully submitted, 

Demse H. Wong 

RegistratioiiNo. 59,622 
MORRISON & FOXBJSTER LLP 
425 Market Street 

San Francisco, California 94105-2482 
Tel.: (415)268-6221 
Fax: (41^268-7522 
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